memorandum issued by Acting Administrator Joseph La Monica
concerning the application of the guidelines (Tr. 16, iyj .
Mr. Pranks denied that his supervisor ever advised him to.
mark any citations "S&S," or that he was influenced by any
statistics indicating the number of "S&S" citations issued
in his district as compared to others (Tr. 20) .

Mr. Franks stated that part of the area he cited was
a belt and track entry where people would be traveling, and
he considered the fact that the mine roof had some broken
areas and that a roof fall had occurred in the past.  Although
there have been no fatal roof falls in the mine in question,
he was aware of the fact that some 28 miners wre killed during
the year in roof falls nationwide (Tr. 22).

Mr, Franks conceded that the cited roof area was supported
with roof bolts, and that he issued the citation because
of the lack of the required additional roof support timbers
(Tr. 24).  The miners in the area were those who were doing
the installation work on the roof support "I" beams (Tr. 27) ,
and Mr. Franks believed there were three miners doing this
work (Tr. 28-29) . He also indicated that he has seen roof
and rib cracks in the belt and supply entries, and that is
why additional support is required.  He characterized the
roof as "uncertain," and indicated that a fall had previously
occurred next to a belt drive (Tr. 57, 59).

Inspector Franks confirmed that he issued Citation No.
2338192, after traveling the supply road in the number three
entry and observing approximately 100 roof support timbers
knocked out along the roadway (Tr. 62).  He confirmed that
the dislodged timbers were at two supply road locations
(Tr. 66), and he pointed them out on the mine map (Tr. 69-70) .
He also confirmed that the dislodged timbers were present
in an area of some 2,000 feet along both supply road locations
(Tr. 71-72).

Mr. Franks confirmed that the roof control plan required
the timbers to be installed and maintained in an upright
position to support the roof. Although the respondent could
have used cross bars or truss bolts to support the roof
at the cited locations, the respondent opted to use timbers

mr' o^;^^* Pranks explained why he relied on section 75.202
(Tx/. 80-82) .

4.. u Mr' Ffan*s believed that the majority of the dislodged
timbers had at one time been set, but were subsequently
dislodged.  Since the cited working areas were not places
where recovery work was being done, the respondent was
required to reset the dislodged timbers (Tr 75-76)

.18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